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•Uoar J on Stanley, 

Oeo whiz and golly ggee, I'n sure sorry I freaked you put. 

But thanks for telling your readers how to get my books. 

Scout’s honor, oath on the sacred Harron it epox-t of whatever reiiifox’ceiaenb might 
add to uy simple word that I’m not put out and am amused at the number of factual errors 
as ao short a piece. % concern is not great and I am comforted, as I'll rccplain. 

Perhaps I should put it that I'll try to explain. The simple got so loot and aa 
you correctly say, I'm no prose styliat. 

£ov 006 because I'm trying to sue over it: the spooks are keeping a sharper 
eye on iw and the kinds of errors I find hero art; sometimes used against me. I'll corao to 
one out 1 in skimming tlaritgh the clipping one of your readej*s sent me. I rend it some 
hours ago. 

Ify "attack" on the Warren Report is not "updated" by only the following three 
ox the printed V/hitewanh series* There wa a Om/ald in Orleans, parts of ^aarue-Up, 
four suits under the EVeodon of Information law (one went to the -“upremo Court and 
helped pornuado the Congress to amend the law and over-ride lord's voto) „nd a few 
other things, including completed but unprinted books for which I can^t pay the printer. 

It is not tliat "Publishers won't touch Weisborg," flattexlng as you make it seem. 

And commercially conspiratorial. ("Conspiracy Sleuthing" is a head not suited to my work 
ana I am at crossed swords with those who commercials tliat ploy.) Dell did reprint too 
of ny books after turning both down a total of four times. A Dutton subsidiary flifl pub- 
li3h iVaiao-lfp (and kill it f too)* Oswald in * 4 ew Orleans I also did not publish* (s & s 
was expected to distribute but copped out. A Parallax subsidiary did it.) 

* ou aro ( l uifco wrong in "he wants no uptown editor tampering with {jds stuff." My 
only desire within this ball park is no cejxagjang. There was commercial (and pisspoor) 
editing ot the two books cited above. I've been seeking an editor for myself since 1967 
tind x H onlargo on this if you want prior to your quarterly supplement* 

"Ills newest is called Frame-Up." You huve it. Check the copyright dates. The 
newest if WW IV, wliich you also have. Most of Frame-Up i 3 six years old. It appeared 
four years ago. And, may I boast, luia a hiotoxy of accomplishment few books can claim. 
Especially "failures." 

I write books faster than reporters write daily news copy. Also with greater 
daily output. I his la not a boa3t. Jt is a compromise I've had to make because of the 
extent of, the work I've undertaken. Mach thing I do means something else I do not do. 

And I don t mean giving up living it up. If I had the kind of ego represented in the 
quoted sentence I'd bo whetting mid honing all the rnahy words. Instead I publish rough 
drafts for not one of which have I been able oven to make outlines. Dor only one did I 
even taka time to malco any special notes. Dure it chows. 

Prom the moment I startod the writing of Photographic Whitewash until the evening 
the printer delivered the:- first 100 copies (swen bindings, too!) was exactly 20 duys. 

And look at the index* I did other thiii&a during those 28 days f too* inluito a few* If I 
do not recommend this to others, I felt it was my need. 

When I get to writing 10,000 words a day ("heavily researched" as you say) is 
not exceptional and I've done much more. Once when I was preparing for a trip to hew Orleans 
I also did more than 30,000 -not published - at the same time, over one weekend, tlie ono 
on which I lift. 
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With all of this, from seoratarjr to researcher to investigator (sometimes even 
lawyer) to nalcoupoan to Mail room, I’u tlia ontirciiju’alioliing operation except tho press- 
man and binder. ' 

If this is not one of the bottev illustrations, I'm also the entire p.r. division. 

So, Pa riot Bhalcospoare. 

liut X also don't forgot rulos and slugs, as you did, 

V/hich is to say that I've oast myself in the role of tho man who will discover 
and take to the people information they should have and that ia accurate and that with 
all those opposed to it in a decade has brought not a single complaint from those of 
whom I've written with some forthrightness and vigor. V/ith all my critics there lias not 
been a single substantial complaint of factual inaccuracy and nono not attributable to 
W -QQ.rgp.Qt quotation of inaccurate officialdom. 

V/ith complex, controversial:* materials and such adversaries ns tho late sainted 
Sdgar and Bill Ituio and for oy Foreman and that entire Commission and its staff. 

Okay, Conrad and Hcmraingway X ain’t. 

Nor do I try to be. (Despite wliich I invite comments on the published rough drafts 
of parts of tho epilogue to l/V/ II and tho introduction to Photographic Whitewash. ) J can't 
be everything, am immodest, if you will, to think X am more than most can try to be and 
do more( other than stylistically, ffcaltlossly) t*inn anyone I know or know of would attempt. 

I am nanthles3 only one man, beginning to tiro a bit ns I approach 62 (six weeks 
off) and work a longer day than any kid I know. 

Your entire review was six or a^vmsuntonces. I don't really mind the crack and 
I do agree with the comment. But I can t understand why reviewers have tho compulsion 
to make unessential cracks. Kspecially^in a voryudecent review, for the rest, or moat of 
whioh, thanks. 

I'd like to understand this. I luivo no resentment but I've never really understood 
this compulsion. 

r fhe part that can bo used against mo has to do v;ith the error about editing. For the 
record, I tried to hire a professional editor for the first book and after reading it 
she would not touch it because she said the only editing it needed no two publishers would 
agree on so tho time and money would be wasted. V.ith no succeeding book that was not 
professionally edited did I iiavc fewer than two (educated) friends read with tiie request 
that they suit. 

The plain and simply truth is that I would dearly love an editor. 

So far from (egotistical am I about tliat I did not oven read the editing of Oswald 

In Bew Orleans, **t was a big mistake, but I made that mistake. 

% purpose in this is not complaint. I'm looking ahead to your quarterly in which 
you pjT&joct some tiling that lias bean done only once before (l/ew Orleans Review, Trane's). 
I'd prefer that it not bo subject to later misuse to undermine my credibility, which you 

neither do not intend. But it can be used tliat way by those liaving the intent* Thoy are 

numerous enough. 

By and large thi3 was kindness, and thanks for it. 



Sincerely, 



